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REMARKS 

This amendment is being filed in reply to the final office action mailed January 5, 
2009 and the personal interview conducted April 3, 2009. The Applicants sincerely 
appreciate the courtesy of Examiners Antonienko and Nguyen in taking the time to 
discuss the present application. 

In the previous office action, the Examiner rejected claims 1-10 and 12-17 on 
various grounds. In view of the agreement that was reached during the personal 
interview, the Applicants ask that the Examiner enter the above-provided amendments 
and allow all of the pending claims. 

Claims 1-9 and 12-17- 

Claims 1-9 and 12-17 stand rejected under 35 USC § 102(e) as being anticipated 
by US Patent No. 6,615,186 (hereafter 'Kolls'). As agreed upon during the personal 
interview conducted on Friday, April 3, 2009, Kolls does not teach "A method of 
operating a telematics unit within a vehicle comprising the steps of: first operating the 
telematics unit in a logistical support mode that utilizes a first set of operations to assist in 
remote tracking of the vehicle containing the telematics unit and that tracks shipment and 
delivery of the vehicle prior to a sale of the vehicle to a customer," as recited in claim 1 . 
For at least this reason, independent claim 1 and dependent claims 2-9 are patentable over 
the Kolls reference. 

Similarly, the Kolls patent fails to disclose "A method of operating a telematics 
unit within a vehicle, comprising the steps of: (b) executing a logistical support program 
with the telematics unit, where the logistical support program includes instructions for 
collecting and reporting data regarding the vehicle and is executed following activation of 
the telematics unit but before a sale of the vehicle to a customer," as recited in 
independent claim 12. For at least this reason, independent claim 12, as well as 
dependent claims 13-17, are patentable over the cited prior art. 
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Claim 10- 

Claim 10 stands rejected under 35 USC §103(a) as being unpatentable over Kolls 
in view of US Patent No. 5,742,668 (hereafter 'Pepe'). As mutually agreed upon, the 
Kolls and Pepe references cannot be properly combined and modified to result in the 
subject matter of claim 10. For at least this reason, dependent claim 10 is patentable over 
these references. 

Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing, Applicants respectfully submit that all claims are 
allowable over the prior art. The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned if 
doing so would advance prosecution of this case. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge Deposit Account No. 07-0960 
for any required fees, or to credit that same deposit account with any overpayment 
associated with this communication. 

Respectfully submitted, 
REISING ETHINGTON P.C. 

/Michael C. Adams/ 
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